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-bolled down comés to about the f'ollow-‘

" Senator from Minnesota.

ing
First, many opponents of this treaty
0 not_trust the Russians. I think we
g%d pretty well agree on that.”
ot only do they not trust the Rus-
slans, but some of them do not trust even
our own scientists——I mean, their judg-

: ment

Now if seems we do not even trust the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. Apparently we do
not trust the President. I say this be-
cause the Presxdent the Secretary of

te, the Secretary of Defense, the Di-
rec “of  the ~Central ~Intellfgence
Egency The Joint Chiels Of Staff The

17,

CTETHSn of the Joint Chiefs of Staf,

- and the ‘President’s Science Advisory
* Committeg, as wéll as the leading scien-
+ tists of this country—at least most of
' them—sugport this treaty.

:If we cannot trust anybody, perhaps
we. ought not fo have a tréaty. ‘Perhaps
we ought not to have hearings.
¢an we frust?

Two Pres1dents have recommended
this treaty. Two Secretaries of Defense,
two Secrefaries of State, and two Chair-

man of the Joinf Chiefs of Staf have
recommeﬂded it. Tt seems to me we
must trust them.

Mr. THURMOND
President——

Mr., SMATHERS. 1 thank the able
Then I will
yleld to the Senator from South Caro-
lina, I am happy to hear the Senator
from South Carolina - 52y “in 'closing.”

The point is that there ‘must be some-

In clos_mg,

. one whom we can believe. The Senator

from anesota has outlined all the peo-
ple who are for the. treaty. The Sena-
tor from South Carolina can outline all
those who are against it. Every man
has a choice.

The Senator from South Carolina
chooses to believe a certain group who
have some doubts about the treaty. That
is his right. That is his privilege. We
respect him inthat right. 'Thé Senator
from South Carolina will not eonvince
me. Certainly he will not be able to
convince the Senator ‘from Minnesota.
I doubt that he will be able to convince
more than a few Senators of the correct-
ness of his position, but certainly he has
a right to express it. I look forward, as
T am sure other Senators do, to hearing
the Senator’s formal speech in this re-
gard in the next 2 or 3 days. We will
give the Senator every consideration.

But, so far as the junior Senator from
Florida is concerned, I have examined
‘the testimony. I have listened to a
great deal of it. I have heard many
of the arguments pro and -con. There
is no question in my mind. It is not
even a close question. We should adopt
thé treaty. We should adopt the treaty
overwheélmingly, because it is in the best
interests of the United States, as I see
it.

Now I yleld to the Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. In the Prepared-

‘ness Subcommittee the testimony will

show that the Joint Chiefs of Staff ad-
mit that the Soviets are ahead of us in
high yield nuclear weapons. The testi-

mony will also show that the Russians
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are ahead of us in the development of the

antiballistic missile system. 1In order
to overcomé the deficiencies in those two
fields it will be necessary to test in the
atmosphere. That is the only way we can
do it.

We are supposed to be ahead of the
Soviets in the low yield weapons tests.

I do not know what information the
Senator had before the Foreign Rela-
tions Commniittee. I am telling the Sena-
tor what testimony was given before the
Preparedneéss Investigating Subcommit-
tee. I wish the Senator would read it.

Mr. SMATHERS. ' Iconcur in the ¢on-
clusion of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, which was written in the report.
This is our conclusion. The Senator
from South Carolina does not know what
was said before our committee, and per-
~haps I do not now what was said before
his committee. He can read what was
said before our committee, and I can read
what was said before his cornmittee. I
thought we had all the testimony. The
Senator says that maybe we did not. I
still think we did. But now I quofe the
report:

But in any case, sfter considering all of
the testimony on this subject, the committee
agrees with the Joint Chiefs of Stafl that
in' the antiballistic missile field, develop-
ment of the U.S. system does not depend on
atmospheric. testing—

Which is just contrary to what the
Senator from South Carolina just said.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff did not say that
before our committee. .

Mr. THURMOND. Some of the Joint
Chiefs expressed the position that they
felt we could overcome some of this ad-

vantage, but I do not think they said we .

could do it completely, or that we could
overcome it entirely. I donot know what
kind of statement the Senator has, but
the Preparedness Subcommittee had it in
more detail, and it is classified.

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator un-
derstands that, even if it is classified,
every Senator can read it.

Mr. THURMOND. That is correct;
and I would be glad if Senators would
do it. In fact, I heartily recommend this.

.SMATHERS. When executive
sessions were held before the Atomic
Energy Joint Committee, the Foreign
Relations Commitiee——

Mr. HUMPHREY. And the Armed
Services Committee——

Mr. SMATHERS. And the Armed
Services Committee—we thought we
really were getting all the testimony.

- Mr. THURMOND. We are trying to
“ there by himself?

have some of our testimony declassified.
The Defense Department has refused to
declassify a lot of information which
will be helpful to our side. It is a very
strange thing for the Department offi-
cials to do.

I read now a question asked by the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
Torel of General LeMay on page 350 of
the hearings of the Forelgn Relatlons
Committee. -

The Senator from Rhode Island asked
this question:

Do you see any mllitary need for a 50- or
75-megaton bomb?

General LEMAY. Yes, sir; I do. The Joint
Chiefs have already recommended we go

W e L e \ =
opiiient work on ‘a large
yield bomb.

Senator PasTorE. Is this a new policy?

General LEMAY. It is not new as far as I
am concerned. I asked for, the Air Force
asked for, a high-yield bomb as early as 1954

Senator PASTORE. When you talk of” high
yleld you mean over 50 megatons?

General LEMay. Yes, sir.

I bring this information up at this
time because the question arose in the
debate earlier today as to whether the
military had asked for a high-yield
bomb. I believe the Senator from Ala-
bama indicated that it had not. We had
this information in the Preparedness
Investigating Subcommittee. We are
trying to declassify it now, but are hav-
ing difficulty doing so. I see that it was
brought out in the Foreign Relations
Committee hearings in this exchange-
between Senator PasTtore and Géeneral
LeMay. This is a vital point, so I call
it to the attention of the Senate at this
time.

I read now from page 351 of the same
hearings. The Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PasTorel asked Admiral
McDonald this question:

Admiral, could the use of very large-yield
weapons put our command communications
of Polaris out of commission?

Admiral McDoNALD. Quite likely.

In conclusion, it is clear that the
Soviets are ahead of us in high-yield
weapons and in testing for the effects of
high-yield weapons on our second strike
systems. They are also ahead of us in
the development of an antiballistic mis-
sile system. Therefore, the only way

‘we can catch up in these crucial fields

is through atmospheric testing. We can
catch up partially with underground
testing. We cannot completely catch up
the way we should by testing in the
atmosphere. We need to test in the
atmosphere to determine what size bomb
would knock out missiles and knock out
electronic controls or guidance systems
in the missiles in the silos. These tests
need to be conducted in the atmosphere.

In my judegment, and that of others-
we shall be making a great mistake if we
do not do it.

I thank the Senator for his courtesy.

Mr. SMATHERS. I am delighted to
have had this discussion with the Sen-
ator from South Carolina. I would like
to ask him one question in closing.
When the hearings were held before the
Preparedness Investigating Subcommit-
tee, were all the members present, or
was the Senator from South Carolina

Mr. THURMOND. Most of the mem-
bers heard the testimony. They were
not all there all the time, but were there
most of the time.

Mr. SMATHERS. With reference to
the report of the Preparedness Investi-
gating Subcommittee, I wish to read very
briefly the views of two Senators who
were present and heard this testimony
that apparently not enough of us heard.
One of them is the Senator from Mis-

‘souri [Mr. SymineToN], who said:

As a member of both the Foreign Relations
Committee and the Preparedness Investigat-
ing Subcommittee I listened to and ques-
tloned many responsible witnesses—both in

/
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_and out of Government. Most of these ex-
perts testified that our national security
would be adequately protected under the
terms of the treaty.

Much of this testimony was before the
Foreign Relations Committee and, therefore,
is not emphasized in this report.

The Senator said further:

Based on the record, T am worried about
the freaty; but more worried about the pos-
sibility of an all-out nuclear exchange some
day in the future. . ’

Therefore, I plan to vote for the treaty.

This Senator sat on the same subcom-
mittee, and listened to the same testi-
mony that the Senator from South Caro-
lina did, but apparently came to another
conclusion. ] Coa

Mr. THURMOND. He did conclude
with one other Sensator, to support the
treaty, but the Senator from Missouri
signed the majority report with five
others, with only the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. SarToNsTALLl declining
to sign although agreeing that the facts
of the subeommittee report were accu-
rate. .

Mr. SMATHERS: I shall paraphrase
the views of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. SaLTonsTALLl, who took part
in the hearings of the Preparedness Sub-~
committee, and who 1s a member of the
Committee on Armed Services—I think

he is the ranking minority mémber. He

said, in effect, “I cannot come to the same
conclusion my friend STtrRoM THURMOND
came to. I am going to support the
treaty.” R

It all comes back to the same question
Senators have been discussing this after-
noon. The evidence s before us. A Sen-
ator can choose to belleve this one or
that one, and not believe 25 on the other
side, or he can do anything he wishes in
arriving at his own judgment: and that
i1s what the Senator has done.

The rest of us, motivated by the same
desires to serve our country, with the
same degree of patriotism, who put our-
selves In his class and say that we, too,
love our country just as he does, have
chosen to belleve what we think is the
preponderance of the evidence given by
all the witnesses.

We think’ there is something beyond
the mere narrow view of the military to
be considered in the test ban treaty. We
think the interests of this Nation and
the free world can be served by adopting
the treaty. That is why we are going to
vote for it. The Senator is entitled to
his view, We are entitled to ours. I
thank the Senator.

Mr, THURMOND. I thank the able
and distinguished Senator. Pive of the
seven members of the Preparedness In-
vestigating Subcommittee favored the
reporf. The other two Senators ad-
mitted that the report was factually
true, one of the two even signing the re~
-port with the rest of us. The Senator
from Missouri [Mr. SymiveTow]l said
that, to best of his knowledge, the fac-
tual data contained in the report of the
Preparedness Investigating Subcommit-
tee is correct. The Senator from Massa-~
chusetts [Mr. SavronstaLn]l admitted
that the facts contained in the report of
the Preparedness Investigating Subcom-
mittee were accurately stated.

' CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The committee stated:

From the evidence weg have learned that
the Soviets have overtaken and surpassed us
in the design of very high-yield nuclear
weapons; that they may possess knowledge
of weapons effects and antiballistic missile
prograras superior to ours; and that under
the terms of the treaty it is entirely pos-
sible that they will achieve parity with us in
Yow yield weapon technology.

Mr. SMATHERS. I wish to finish
reading that part of the report. It

- states: ;

Although we have concluded that there
will be a net military disadvantage to us if
the treaty Is ratified, we recognize the exist-
ence of other factors whiéh, while not within
the scope of this report—

Because this is on g narrow, military
basig— i
are pertinent to a final judgment on the
treaty. !

This is the point we are making—
there are other conslderations besides
the narrow. considerations of what are
military advantages. [There are other
considerations, even bigger considera-
tions. i :

Mr. THURMOND. That is correct,
but I do not consider the military dis-
advantages to be narrow. The effect is
that one would favor the treaty if he
believed the Preparedness Subcommit-
tee’s report that there were military dis-
advantages but believed that there would
be political advantages which would off-
set or more than offset them.

Mr. SMATHERS. That is correct.

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the Sen-
ator. ‘
© Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sena-
tor from South Carolina.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
think: it is obvious that'each Senator can
bring to bear on this guestion different
witnesses who have different points of
view. Again, I repeat, one has to cen-
sider the testimony in terms of the
competence of the witness, of the variety
of experience the witndss may have had,
and the knowledge he may have ac-
quired, and his current knowledge in
weaponry and in our relative strength
to that of the Soviet Union.

First of all, I believe the REcorp ought
to be corrected with reference to Ad-
miral McDonald. Admiral McDonald
did nol testify that a biz weapon could
put out of commission our Polarls sub-
marines. What he did testify was that
a big underwater explosion in the mega~
ton range near a Poplaris submarine
would put that submarine out of com-
missionn. He testified at page 396 of the
hearings with respect to the whole sys-
tem, and his testimony is to the effect
that the big weapon would not put out
our communhications gystem, which is
the heart of the Polaris system. We
have duplicate systems, We have ways
of putting in extra p‘potection. I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REecorp at this péint the marked
portion of the testimony of Admiral
McDonald.

There being no objegtion, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows: y .

Admiral McDonarp. I believe the question
was what impact would (1t have; would it
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have an adverse impact upon the communi-
cations of the Polaris submarine,

My answer was—-—

Senator Pasrore. With the permission of
Mr. KvcHEL, I think we ought to réad Ger-
eral Taylor’s answer to that question. That
is the reason I asked it so thait you would
have the full context of It. :

“Creneral TaYLOR. Admiral McDonald really
should answer the question. I would say
from what I know we have so many duplicat-

ing pairs for communications that we would .

have no problem communicating with any
one of our weapons systems or the essential
elements of those systems, although, ob-
viously, some fraction raight be lost,”

Admiral McDonaLp. May I go ahead, sir?

Senator PasTorg. Yes.

Admiral McDoNALD. When the guestion
was asked this morning my immediate
thought was the effect that a megaton bomb
would have upon the communications sys-
tem of the submarine were the bomb applied
to the submarine, in otker words, a megaton
underwater burst near the submarine, and
that is the reasom I said “Quite Hkely.,” I
had studied earlier this morning something
that Senator AnpErson had worked up be-
cause of a question that was ssked him in
the spring [deleted].

Now, If we are speaking, as I understand
now, of the communications, not of the sub-
marine but to the submarine from the shore,
I doubt very much if It would adversely af-
fect them, because we do have duplicating
systems [deleted] I realize that there are
some who ask what will happen if these
megaton bombs create a communleations
blackout?

Well, I don’t know, and I am not certain
that our sclentists know positively that such
a thing will happen.

But if it does, I think it would have less
effect upon the Polaris system than any other
because the Polaris system does not have to
be as immediately responsive,

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, we
should also note, with reference to the
so-called high yield big weapon, that the
decision was conscientiously made by our
scientists and military men not to go in
for the big weapon, even though the Air
Force favored it. .

We have exploded rather large bombs.
Our scientists have said that without
further testing of 50 or 60 megaton
bombs, we have knowledge on that type
of weaponry. At pages 10 and 11 of the
report of the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations there is this statement with re-
spect to our decision to build smaller
weapons:

This decision has accounted in large part
for the superiority of the U.S. forces. As
Secretary of Defense McNamara stated:

“Our high yleld-to-welght ratio in the rele-
vant range has facilitated the development
of more powerfu! warheads for Minuteman
and Polaris without concomitant increase in
vehicle size or decrease in range. It it be-
cause of this that the TUnited States
has had the advantage over the Soviets
of being able to deploy large numbers of
hardened and dispersed Minuternan missiles
and a large number of long-range, sub-
launched Polaris missiles. And U.S, superi-
orlty in the lower ranges facilitates further
development of relatively small warheads
which would be used to assure penetration
by saturation of sophisticated and very
elaborate ballistic missile defenses.”

The report continues:
Even Dr. Edward Teller, a critic of the
treaty, recently commented:

“It is not clear to me that these very big
yields will result in a substantisl advantage
for the Russlans * * *. In evaluating the
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